Le récent ralentissement économique a amplifié un phénomène déjà courant sur le marché du travail canadien, c'est-à-dire les pertes d'emplois qui résultent de la réduction des effectifs, du déménagement ou de la fermeture d'entreprises. Cependant, même en période de croissance économique, on observe des pertes d'emplois de ce type dans de nombreux groupes démographiques et secteurs du marché du travail. Quand cela se produit, des travailleurs peuvent choisir de déménager pour habiter soit dans un endroit qui leur permettra de réduire leurs dépenses de logement soit dans un endroit où ils chercheront du travail. Dans cet article, à l'aide de données tirées de l'Enquête sur la dynamique du travail et du revenu couvrant la période 1996-2010, l'auteure examine le lien entre les pertes d'emploi et la mobilité géogra-phique au Canada, et décrit dans quels types de quartiers ou de zones les travailleurs ayant perdu leur emploi déménagent. Ces résultats montrent que la perte d'un emploi est une étape importante dans le parcours de vie qui entraîne de la mobilité résidentielle et des migrations sur de longues distances au Canada, et également un événement déclencheur qui amène des individus à vivre dès lors dans des zones très défavorisées.
Introduction
Between October 2008 and July 2009, the Canadian economy shed 431,000 jobs-roughly 2.5 percent of the total workforce (Uppal and LaRochelle-Cô té 2013, 2) . The downturn, associated with unemployment rates upward of 9 percent, magnified a routine occurrence in the Canadian labour market: job loss resulting from an employer downsizing, moving, or going out of business. Even in times of economic expansion, annual rates of involuntary job loss hover between 6 and 7 percent, placing diverse groups of workers at risk of job instability (Morissette, Qiu, and Chan 2013, 1490) . A growing body of work shows that these processes are associated with a wide variety of negative outcomes, including earnings losses, health deterioration, and even interruptions in the educational and earnings attainment of one's children (Bernard and Galarneau 2010; Brand 2015; Coelli 2011; Oreopoulos, Page, and Stevens 2008) .
Residential mobility is often implicated as a mechanism linking job loss to these negative outcomes because moving can be a costly and stressful event. Nonetheless, geographic mobility has received little attention as a consequence of job loss in its own right. Yet, the moving process may take time away from job search or result in lower productivity in new employment as people adapt to new housing or surroundings. Residential mobility may also involve substantial changes in one's environment. A long line of research maintains that where one lives matters: Communities provide access to resources such as schools and health services and may constrain or facilitate integration into the labour market through social connections or sheer proximity to employers (Sampson, Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley 2002) . Documenting whether and where individuals move after losing employment is important to understand the broader social and economic costs of involuntary job loss.
The little Canadian evidence available suggests that losing a job is related to changing houses but maintains focus on other outcomes, leaving mobility largely as a statistical control (e.g., Oreopoulos et al. 2008) . A separate literature on interprovincial migration in Canada highlights the role of unemployment in inducing long-distance moves, potentially in search of jobs. However, this literature disregards shorter distance moves and largely treats unemployment as an aggregate characteristic of a region (Coulombe 2006; Day and Winer 2006; Finnie 2004; Ram and Shin 2007) . The few studies of shorter distance residential mobility focus largely on subpopulations, such as immigrants or elderly people, and rarely account for changes in employment status (Edmonston and Lee 2014; Frenette, Picot, and Scevior 2004; Grenier 2008; King and Newbold 2011; Ostrovsky 2004; Renaud et al. 2006) . As a result, relatively little is known about the mobility consequences of involuntary job loss, and even less is known about the characteristics of the new neighbourhoods people come to inhabit.
In this article, I examine whether job loss is associated with changing residence over both short and long distances. I further explore how job loss relates to entry into and exit out of both materially deprived and affluent neighbourhoods. To answer these questions, I link employment and migration histories from the 1996-2010 Canadian Surveys of Labour and Income Dynamics to neighbourhood-level deprivation data from the Institut national de santé publique du Québec (INSPQ) Multiple Deprivation Index. I find that involuntary job loss is associated with both short-distance residential mobility and long-distance migration but that residential mobility is more common. Furthermore, results indicate that people who experience a job loss are more likely to undertake a move from a non-deprived area to a neighbourhood with high material deprivation. Similarly, individuals who lose a job are at a heightened risk of leaving an affluent neighbourhood. Layoffs also precipitate some mobility out of high-deprivation areas but preclude movement into the most affluent neighbourhoods.
This article unites the literature on job loss, mobility, and locational attainment and makes important contributions to each. First, I consider the effect of involuntary job loss on all types of mobility, not just long-distance migration associated with job search in healthier labour markets. Second, I examine how a transition out of employment relates to transitions in exposure to neighbourhood poverty. This is one of the first studies in North America to connect specific life course transitions to transitions in neighbourhood attainment. Third, the analysis is unique among studies of residential mobility in isolating individuals who experience job loss from people who are unemployed or transition into unemployment, which is crucial in accounting for selection bias in the relationship between mobility and job changes by excluding people who leave jobs to move. In doing so, I better identify a key life course event in Canada-involuntary job loss associated with the routine business operations of firms.
Background

Job Loss and Geographic Mobility
There are two primary reasons to expect job loss to lead to residential mobility. First, job loss is associated with economic hardship at least in the short term, if not longer. After job loss, earnings fall on average anywhere between 10 and 35 percent, declines that may persist even five years afterward (Morissette et al. 2013; Schirle 2012) . Total family income also deteriorates, as second earners and welfare state programs fail to fully replace lost earnings (Morissette and Ostrovsky 2008) . Individuals and families often respond to these economic changes by cutting back on consumption, including expenditures on housing (Browning and Crossley 2008 ). 1 Residential mobility may then be understood as part of a broader deterioration in economic well-being, which may compound deleterious effects if individuals move into poorer quality housing or worse neighbourhoods.
Second, job search theory suggests that individuals search over geographically distant labour markets for the best possible job and will move when they find employment that meets their desired wage rate, incorporating the cost of the move (Herzog, Schlottmann, and Boehm 1993) . Spatial job search implies long-distance migration, which traverses labour market regions. Evidence from the United States establishes migration as part of spatial job search, with unemployed workers more likely to migrate (Herzog et al. 1993) . It is then plausible that long-distance migration, which encompasses a residential move as well, may be a way to improve or maintain labour market chances after an involuntary job loss.
The spatial job search process is generally viewed as a strategy to improve labour market chances and, as a result, in several countries it has been the subject of policy debates over incentivizing unemployed workers to move from languishing regions into burgeoning industries in distant labour markets. In Canada, the regional structure of the unemployment insurance system presents an additional policy concern, because workers in higher unemployment regions receive more generous benefits over a longer duration, perhaps reducing incentives to migrate (Courchene 1970; Day and Winer 2006) . Notwithstanding these concerns, recent evidence indicates that regional policy variation does not have a large impact on aggregate migration patterns Winer 2006, 2012) . Furthermore, studies modelling individual migration decisions show that individuals in provinces with higher unemployment are more likely to leave their province, as are individuals who receive unemployment insurance (Bernard, Finnie, and St-Jean 2008; Finnie 2004; Grenier 2008; Lin 1995) . Audas and McDonald (2003) suggest that the impact of unemployment insurance on interregional migration varies by worker group and show that receipt of unemployment insurance decreases the likelihood of migration, but only for a relatively small group of workers with moderate attachment to the labour force. Because research in Canada has focused primarily on examining these policy effects and often relies on administrative data that do not include measures of labour force status, little research has examined the relationship between concurrent individual unemployment and migration, and none has examined the migration decisions of labour force participants after job loss.
Life Cycle Mobility and Life Course Theory
Both spatial job search and consumption explanations fit broadly with life cycle theories of residential mobility that view household mobility as a response to changes in need for housing in terms of size, location, or amenities. Rossi's (1955) pioneering work challenged earlier research on residential mobility, which focused largely on moving as a cause of social disorder and deviance in emerging urban areas by conceptualizing the decision to relocate as a natural part of the life cycle associated with family changes as individuals age (Rossi and Shlay 1982, 22-23) . For example, young adults leave the family home, and older adults move to new housing when their children move out. Recent international research on life cycle theories of mobility has shifted away from viewing age as the primary indicator of life cycle mobility and toward investigating the specific life course events that underlie these age-graded patterns (Bernard, Bell, and Charles-Edwards 2014; Clark 2013 ). Yet, insofar as the career process is related to residential mobility, most research treats careers as linear progressions of jobs, often overlooking the possibility of setbacks and periods of unemployment. Exemplary of this tendency, Clark's (2012) diagram of life course and housing trajectories in the Handbook on Housing Studies includes both marriage and divorce but only job changes or transfers, not job losses, as key life course events.
In this vein, international research shows that job changes may precipitate short-distance mobility to reduce commuting times to a new place of work Nijkamp 1999, 2000) . Further evidence from the United States demonstrates that individuals change jobs and houses within tightly linked time frames (Clark and Davies-Withers 1999; Kan 2002 ), and at the macro level among US metropolitan areas higher aggregate job mobility rates are associated with higher residential mobility rates (Kim 2014) . When research does consider job loss, it does so indirectly by relating changes in labour force status to residential mobility (Clark and Davies Withers 2007 for the United States and Bö heim and Taylor 2002; Clark, van Ham, and Coulter 2014; and Rabe and Taylor 2010 for the United Kingdom). Whether individuals leave employment to move, beginning a job search and becoming unemployed, after they attain desired housing consumption remains unclear. 2 In summary, previous research has established a connection between certain life course events and residential mobility, but many questions remain. Research in Canada is particularly limited, with few studies examining how life course events relate to residential mobility. Furthermore, previous studies both in Canada and internationally have struggled to fully understand the effect of employment status on residential mobility and have typically overlooked job loss as a potential cause of residential mobility.
Life Course Transitions and Transitions in Neighbourhood Attainment
If job loss precipitates mobility, investigating where people move may provide insight into post-job loss well-being. Early social stratification theory described the relationship between career and residential mobility, with movement up the occupational hierarchy associated with change in residence-even small distinctions in social status were revealed by where one lived (Laumann, Siegel, and Hodge 1970; Warner et al. 1963) . Research on neighbourhoods and social mobility over the past 30 years has primarily considered the reverse of this relationship by examining whether neighbourhoods have an impact on one's life chances across multiple domains, such as socio-economic status and health. This line of inquiry has generated compelling rationales for why neighbourhoods are important sites of study beyond their reflection of status position.
First, neighbourhoods differ in the number and quality of services available to residents, including schools, health care facilities, and public transportation (Logan and Alba 1993) . Having less income in the community, particularly if services are funded through location-specific tax bases, means fewer and lower quality collective resources, which may especially affect child development ( Jencks and Mayer 1990) . Second, social networks are rooted in places and can provide social support, child care, in-kind goods, and even job information (Fernandez and Su 2004; Wilson 1987) . Finally, neighbourhoods might be located nearer to or farther from jobs, enabling or constraining employment opportunities (Kasarda 1989; Mouw 2000) .
In Canada, neighbourhood resources have been associated with diverse measures of well-being. Lower resources have been linked to lower educational attainment (Martens et al. 2014) , worse self-rated health (Hou and Myles 2005) , increased depressive symptoms (Matheson et al. 2006) , presence of suicidal thoughts and actions (Dupéré, Leventhal, and Lacourse 2009) , worse family functioning (Freistadt and Strohschein 2013) , exposure to violent crime (Birken et al. 2009 ), lower levels of social engagement (Duncan 2010) , limited access to supermarkets (Larsen and Gilliland 2008) , and heightened access to fast-food outlets (Smoyer-Tomic et al. 2008) . Most research on neighbourhood effects thus far relies on observational data, and as a result these relationships remain controversial. Because many individuals exercise some degree of choice over which neighbourhood they live in, and not all potential causes of an outcome are readily available in survey data, neighbourhood resources may confound unobserved individual heterogeneity (Oreopoulos 2008) .
Scholars have dealt with potential selection bias by studying people who ended up in different neighbourhoods through no choice of their own. For instance, Oreopoulos (2003) looked at individuals who during childhood lived in randomly assigned social housing units, in neighbourhoods of differing levels of poverty, throughout Toronto. He found that living in social housing in a lower versus a higher poverty neighbourhood had no impact on adult earnings or unemployment. More recent evidence from Winnipeg finds that children living in social housing located in neighbourhoods in the bottom two income quintiles had lower rates of both grade 9 and high school completion than those living in social housing in higher income quintiles, even after controlling for family poverty status and household composition (Martens et al. 2014 ). These results are based on strong limitation in individual choice by scarcity in available units and crucially show that the difference in outcomes is largest between the lowest and highest income neighbourhoods. Taken together, this evidence suggests that movement into high-poverty or materially deprived neighbourhoods after job loss may contribute to lower levels of well-being. The impact of exposure to high-poverty neighbourhoods may be detrimental not only to people who lost their job but also to the family members who moved with them, particularly children.
The selection processes that bring individuals into different types of neighbourhood is of paramount policy concern in light of the simultaneous growth in the number of low-income neighbourhoods and rise in income inequality between neighbourhoods in Canada (Chen, Myles, and Picot 2012; Myles, Picot, and Pyper 2000) . Chen et al. (2012) show that family income grew in the highest income neighbourhoods from 1980 to 2006 but stagnated in the lowest, a trend possibly exacerbated by increasing segregation of richer or poorer residents. To what extent do labour market dynamics relate to these broader population processes? Frenette et al. (2004) show with administrative data that entry into low-income neighbourhoods is triggered by falling income but do not identify the events associated with income deterioration. This article builds on this research by identifying a potential trigger associated with income volatility-involuntary job loss.
To summarize, the aims of the present study are twofold: (a) to identify whether and to what extent job loss is associated with geographic mobility in Canada and (b) to establish whether job loss is associated with movement into and out of materially deprived and affluent neighbourhoods.
Data
Individual-level data come from Panels 2-6 of the Canadian Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (SLID), spanning 1996-2010. Each SLID panel is a nationally representative sample of the civilian population aged 15 years and older living outside the territories. Longitudinal respondents are followed for six years, completing annual interviews on income, family, migration, and employment history. I limit the sample to longitudinal respondents who are major income earners in the first wave of the panel. Major income earner status is determined by who earns the most money in the household; selecting the major earner, of which there is only one for each household, avoids double counting moves that occur as part of household mobility (Ostrovsky 2004) . 3 Analyzing longitudinal respondents ensures that people will be followed even if they separate from a partner and form a new household, an event that has been associated with job loss (Charles and Stephens 2004) . I further limit the sample to people aged between 25 and 64 years to exclude moves that are likely associated with initial entry into and final exit from the labour force.
To explore changes in exposure to neighbourhood material deprivation, I link the 2000-2010 SLID to neighbourhood data from the INSPQ Multiple Deprivation Index for 2001 and 2006 (as described in the Appendix). I do not use the 1996-1999 data for the neighbourhood analysis because from 1996 to 1998 SLID coded respondents' geographic area to the 1991 Census boundaries. Although it is possible to link the 1991 INSPQ Index to those years, there is a considerably longer lag time between the index measurement and survey year than for other survey years. The index measures the level of social and material disadvantage in small geographic areas to serve as a proxy for socio-economic status in health research. Use of the index in health research has established links between area deprivation and heightened risk of premature mortality (Pampalon et al. 2009 , shortened life expectancy, and preterm births (Auger et al. 2012 ).
Measures
Job Loss
I identify job separations using respondents' reports of the reason why a main monthly job ended. Job loss, the focal transition, includes a job ending because the company moved or went out of business or because of a non-seasonal layoff or business slowdown. I further identify other types of job separations. Other job terminations include leaving employment because of a temporary contract ending, being fired, a seasonal layoff, or a labour dispute. Job changes include individuals who left their job to take other employment or focus on another job. Separations as a result of poor working conditions include leaving work because of poor pay, bad hours, poor physical conditions, sexual harassment, and work stress. Finally, school, retirement, and disability separations include leaving a job to pursue education or retirement or because of one's own disability, as well as caring for relatives, moving to a new residence, and other types of separations. This category includes many separations commonly associated with leaving the labour force. For individuals with multiple job separations, their reason for separation corresponds to the first job loss or first job separation in the year. The comparison category includes stably employed individuals who have not experienced a job ending and who had at least one job during the reference period. 4 
Mobility
Mobility is indicated by a change in dwelling and captures both short-and long-distance moves. I further distinguish between short-distance moves that occur within an economic region and long-distance migration that crosses economic regions or provinces. Economic regions are constructed to represent regional labour markets and thus serve as a good indicator of changing labour markets associated spatial job search.
The reference period for observing moves is defined in relation to the date the job ended to establish a plausible temporal link between the two events. I observe moves that occur in the month of and up to 12 months after a job separation. For individuals who did not separate from a job, I randomly picked a month and observed any moves undertaken in the same 13-month interval. Given the relatively short duration of unemployment spells in Canada and previous findings showing that many residential moves occur simultaneously or shortly after job changes, this window of observation should capture short-term mobility responses to involuntary job loss (Clark and Davies Withers 1999) . At the same time, it is important to allow a lag between the two events given that SLID collects information only for the timing of the last move in the reference year, and long-distance mobility especially may trigger multiple moves within a year as people adjust to previously unfamiliar areas (Clark and Davies Withers 2007) .
The time frame for observing moves means an individual can move in the year of or the year after the job separation (or random reference month). To establish the character of the move in terms of distance and neighbourhood change, I compare where a person lived at the time of job separation, t, and where they live after a move. For individuals who moved in the year of the separation, this means comparing boundaries between t À 1 and t. For individuals who moved in the following year, this involves comparing boundaries at t and t þ 1.
Area Deprivation
The geographic backbone of the INSPQ Multiple Deprivation Index is the dissemination area, the smallest geographic unit of the Census, representing fairly consistent blocks of around 400-700 people. These units are smaller than the census tracts commonly used as proxies for neighbourhoods and as a result offer some advantages. First, they tend to be more homogeneous with respect to observable attributes than census tracts. Second, dissemination areas cover all of Canada, whereas census tracts do not. I focus on exposure to dissemination area material deprivation. Material deprivation reflects the concept of poverty or difficulty in attaining ''the goods and conveniences that are part of modern life'' (Pampalon et al. 2009, 179 ) measured as the proportion of the population with no high school degree, the employment-population ratio, and the average income of the population.
Areas were given standardized factor scores generated with principal components analysis of Canadian census data for these dimensions; scores for each area were ranked into quintiles of deprivation, with 1 representing the least deprived quintile and 5 the most deprived quintile. I treat areas in the top quintile of the deprivation index as high deprivation and areas in the bottom two quintiles as affluent. The scores were ranked across various geographic areas, including for the entire nation, each type of statistical area classification (i.e., large city, town, rural area), and within each region. My analysis uses the national ranking of deprivation quintiles because I consider both short-and long-distance moves. Life cycle theories of residential mobility and sociological theories of residential attainment point to several factors that influence both mobility and the outcomes of moves, which I account for in examining the relationship between job loss and geographic mobility. Age and its square capture the effect of the propensity of individuals reaching middle age to settle down (Dieleman 2001) . A control for household composition, including whether an individual is in a couple, a couple with children, single with children, single, or other household types, reflects life cycle stages associated with demand for different types of housing and neighbourhood amenities. I further consider whether the respondent is married or cohabiting (as opposed to single), which may decrease the likelihood of partnered individuals dissolving relationships in search of better jobs or housing.
These life cycle factors take place within diverse community contexts that may affect settlement patterns. Immigrants to Canada, especially recent arrivals, may be more likely to move as part of adaption to a new country (Grenier 2008; Newbold and DeLuca 2007) ; to capture this effect, I control for immigration status. Both visible minority status and ethnic origin are related to segregation patterns and neighbourhood attainment in Canada, with both ethnic and racialized groups residing in distinct neighbourhoods in many Canadian cities (Balakrishnan, Maxim, and Jurdi 2005; Hou 2006 ). Several researchers note that these patterns do not translate into overwhelming racial segregation, as has been the case for Black Americans. Similarly, research indicates that socio-economic status is not strictly related to spatial integration: Improved socio-economic status does not necessarily compel people to leave ethnic enclaves; conversely, lack of socio-economic advancement does not create barriers to improving neighbourhood quality (Balakrishnan and Hou 1999; Bauder and Sharpe 2002; Fong and Hou 2009; Fong and Wilkes 1999; Myles and Hou 2004) . Housing studies and qualitative evidence, however, do point to discrimination, particularly toward Black Canadians, in the housing market (Dion 2001; Teixeira 2008) . As a result, I control for visible minority status, coded as 1 if the respondent is a member of an Employment Equity visible minority group (Black, South Asian, Chinese, Korean, Japanese, South East Asian, Filipino, Oceanic, West Asian or North African, or Latin American) and coded as 0 otherwise. Individuals and families may use a variety of resources to ensure beneficial moves. Education is an indicator of resources and serves as a proxy for the labour market conditions individuals face. Education is also a fungible asset that may facilitate integration in more distant labour markets, leading to higher rates of mobility for the more highly educated. There is a clear education gradient in the selectivity of migrants into interprovincial migration in Canada, with those who are highly educated especially likely to leave lower income provinces (Ram and Shin 2007) . Higher education is also associated with increased likelihood of mobility within an urban area (Pendakur and Young 2013) . I measure education as broad credentials, including less than a high school degree, a high school degree, some college or certificate, and a bachelor's degree or higher. Income provides material resources to cover the cost of moving and to secure housing in desirable areas; I include a measure of inflation-adjusted total household income and take the log transformation to account for outliers. It is also possible that certain types of jobs require frequent movement or, alternatively, tie individuals to one location. Pendakur and Young (2013) , using the 2006 Census, find that manufacturing workers are less likely to engage in short-distance mobility than individuals working in arts and culture occupations but are more likely to migrate long distance than those working in arts and culture, primary industry, sales and services, and social sciences. I analyze occupational differences with the 2001-2006 National Occupational Classification for Statistics broad groups, including managerial; business, finance, and administrative; natural and applied science; health; social science, education, government service, and religion; art, culture, recreation, and sport; sales and service; trades, transport, and equipment operation; primary industry; and processing, manufacturing, and utilities occupations.
An individual's living situation may place her or him at greater or lesser risk of mobility. Renters tend to have higher rates of mobility than individuals who own their homes (Dieleman 2001 ). This may be because selling a house is a costlier and more time-consuming process than leaving a rental unit or because renters may be asked to leave or forced out by landlords. I account for this tendency by noting whether respondents rented their dwelling. Individuals may also choose to leave areas that do not offer ample job opportunities. Finnie (2004) shows that individuals are more likely to leave provinces with high unemployment rates. At the same time, individuals in smaller cities are more likely, and people in rural areas are less likely, to move interprovincially than people in the largest cities (Finnie 2004) . In Canada, language has also served as a barrier to mobility, with individuals residing in Québec less likely to move interprovincially than residents of other provinces. To account for differences in economic conditions and linguistic barriers, I account for region of residence, including Ontario, Québec, British Columbia, and the Atlantic and Prairie provinces. I further consider whether an individual lives in a rural or urban area. Table 1 summarizes variable descriptions and provides a description of the sample.
Empirical Strategy
The first part of the analysis centers on whether job loss triggers any type of move. I estimate a logit model of the following form for person i in year t:
where Y it ¼ change in dissemination area during the observation period,
JobEnd it ¼ whether a respondent experienced a job ending in year t, X it ¼ time-varying covariates, measured in year t, and Z it-1 ¼ exogenous variables measured in year t À 1.
Time-varying covariates include age and its square and calendar year. Exogenous variables measured in the year before displacement include marital status (t À 1), household composition (t À 1), education level, household income (t À 1), occupation of previous or current employment, tenure status (t À 1), urban residence (t À 1), region of residence (t À 1), gender (t À 1), visible minority status (t À 1), and immigrant status (t À 1). I first estimate the bivariate relationship between job loss and mobility over the subsequent 12 months and then sequentially control for demographic characteristics, resources, and area characteristics. Although job loss is to a certain extent an exogenous shock, layoffs may be concentrated disproportionately among workers with characteristics that affect their ability to move. It is thus important to consider how these characteristics mediate the shock in motivating mobility.
The second part of the analysis considers whether job loss leads to both short-and long-distance mobility. Here I estimate a multinomial logit regression of a similar functional form, first controlling only demographics and then accounting for resources and finally area characteristics. I am interested in evaluating not only the relative commonality of short-and long-distance moves but also how mediating factors differentially condition the relationship between job loss and type of move.
Finally, I turn to evaluate how job loss relates to migration that is selective into certain types of neighbourhoods. I estimate a series of conditional logit regressions that predict migration into a certain type of neighbourhood, conditional on not living in that type of neighbourhood in the previous wave. I look at moves that represent amelioration and deterioration in neighbourhood-level deprivation. I consider two types of ameliorative moves: entering a low-deprivation area (from a high-deprivation area) and entering an affluent area (from a non-affluent area). I then look at two types of move that would represent deterioration: moving into a high-deprivation area (from a lower deprivation area) and entering a non-affluent area (from an affluent area). Although research often theoretically and empirically conceptualizes migration as a two-stage process wherein a household decides to move and then chooses a location (Massey 1985) , I model selection into a type of mobility and do so for two reasons. First, SLID does not have information on moving intentions, only on observed moves. I thus cannot reliably separate the decision to move, which may involve failed searches, from the completion of the move. Second, and related, it is possible that individuals only move if they are able to realize a certain type of housing or neighbourhood type, and I am interested in precisely what selects individuals into those attained moves. For comparison, I also present models of neighbourhood change for movers only. All models are weighted with longitudinal weights provided by Statistics Canada that account for sampling design and survey attrition over the course of the panel.
Job displacement is commonly held as a unique life course event that facilitates causal inference because it is less disposed to confounding selective social processes: Individuals usually exercise little to no choice in whether they are laid off (Brand 2015) . However, layoffs may still be subject to certain forms of selection (Gibbons and Katz 1991) . Particular worker groups may be more likely to be laid off, on average, or employers may selectively let go of workers on the basis of certain unobservable individual characteristics, such as productivity or future moving intentions. Selectivity would pose an issue in my analysis should employers target workers they think are more likely to move at some point in the future. If employers let go of workers at more mobile life stages (i.e., younger workers), on average, controlling for age should aid in accounting for such selectivity. If employers select workers to be laid off on the basis of personal knowledge of an individual's situation, which I do not observe (i.e., moving intentions), my estimates would be biased. It remains an untested empirical question whether employers do in fact engage in such behaviour, but my results may be affected by these types of selectivity and thus should be interpreted as conditional correlations.
Results
Does job loss trigger geographic mobility? Table 2 shows logit coefficients from models estimating the relationship between job loss and moving, with the average marginal effects for the fully specified model in the final column. The bivariate relationship (Model 1) indicates that individuals who lost their job are more likely to move than those who remained stably employed. It is possible that individuals who lose jobs choose more precarious work situations precisely because they have tenuous living or family arrangements (i.e., they are a more mobile group) or that job loss is more common in occupations that preclude wealth accumulation or homeownership and thus place individuals in more precarious housing situations. Adjusting for demographic characteristics and household composition (Model 2) attenuates the relationship only slightly, signalling that job loss is not concentrated among individuals in more mobile life stages. Adding controls for education, income, and occupation (Model 3) actually strengthens the relationship between job loss and mobility, suggesting that job loss precipitates mobility among workers who are otherwise less mobile, such as those with lower education or working in natural resource and manufacturing occupations. Previous housing situation is an important mediator of the higher likelihood of job losers to move (Model 4). Renting nearly triples the odds of moving, and descriptive evidence shows that individuals who experience job loss are more likely to rent their homes. It is interesting that, once controlling for rental status, the negative relationship between income and moving approaches zero, signalling that income operates in the mobility process primarily through homeownership. Job loss is strongly related to residential mobility, and only a small amount is accounted for by controls, primarily demographic attributes and rental status. Indeed, the average marginal effect of job loss on the propensity to move once these factors are controlled is very similar to the difference between groups observed in the raw data in Table 1 (i.e., a 4.9-percentage-point difference between those who remained stably employed and those who lost a job). Table 3 separates moves into short-and long-distance moves and estimates the likelihood of each relative to not moving using multinomial logistic regression. Job loss triggers both short-and long-distance mobility. The average marginal effects after accounting for life course characteristics, resources, and previous housing situation (Model 3) suggest that the probability of moving either long or short distance is about 2 percentage points higher when one has experienced an involuntary job loss. Although resources and area characteristics explain some of the increase in short-distance mobility, controlling for these same factors strengthens the relationship between job loss and long-distance mobility. In both instances, layoffs precipitate mobility beyond that predicted by life cycle stage or resources, but the effect is particularly pronounced for long-distance migration. Together, these results suggest that job loss is a strong predictor of mobility regardless of life cycle stage or economic resources. How do residential mobility and long-distance migration relate to selection into neighbourhood material deprivation? Tables 4 and 5 provide coefficients from separate logit models predicting moves that represent deterioration and amelioration in neighbourhood material deprivation, respectively. I present only fully specified models, corresponding to Model 4 in Table 2 , for the sake of space. Table 4 shows that job loss increases the probability of moving to a high-deprivation area from a lower deprivation area. Similarly, for people who were living in an affluent neighbourhood before losing employment, a layoff precipitates moving to a non-affluent area. It is important to note that very few of the standard explanatory variables account for entry into highdeprivation neighbourhoods, although renters are at a greater risk of downward mobility, and income and education seem to be protective. Strikingly, visible minority status is a strong predictor of entry into neighbourhood deprivation, even after accounting for socio-economic status, a finding that deserves attention in future research. Turning to ameliorative moves in Table 5 , job loss also seems to trigger mobility out of high-deprivation areas. This may reflect the need to leave languishing areas in search of employment, particularly for groups that tend to be less mobile in general. At the same time, for individuals who began in a non-affluent neighbourhood, job loss did not trigger mobility into affluent neighbourhoods. Table 6 presents results for the same set of models, but only for people who undertook a move (for the sake of space, I simply present coefficients for employment transitions from the fully specified model). Among people who moved, job loss was associated with divergent neighbourhood transitions. Moving in the wake of a layoff was associated with a 9-percentage-point higher probability of entering a high-deprivation area from a lower deprivation area compared with movers who remained stably employed. For movers who lived in a non-affluent area in the previous year, job loss was associated with a lowered probability of making a move into an affluent neighbourhood.
Finally, when considering neighbourhood moves as a whole, it is worth mentioning the outcomes of other types of job separations. Models in Table 2 and Table 3 suggest that job loss seems to affect mobility fairly similarly to other types of job separations. There are, however, fairly notable differences in selective neighbourhood migration and the neighbourhood attainment of movers. Only individuals who experience another type of job termination, or who leave work to attend school, to retire, or for a disability, transition into a high-poverty area; taking another job (which may involve more of a choice) is not associated with entering the worst areas, even controlling for differences in financial resources. Among movers, only job loss and other job terminations are associated with transitioning into neighbourhood deprivation. Together, these findings suggest that the individuals' options after a job loss may be particularly constrained, pushing them to undertake moves that, given their previous financial situation and life cycle stage, they may not have undertaken had they remain stably employed.
Discussion and Conclusion
The recent recession brought to public attention a common experience for many Canadians: losing a job as a result of the routine business operations of firms. Involuntary job loss is a persistent feature of the Canadian labour market, one that has been related to deterioration in earnings, income, and interruption in the educational attainment of one's children. In this article, I ask whether job loss is associated with geographic mobility and transitions into materially deprived areas. I find that involuntary job loss is associated with both shortdistance mobility and long-distance migration and triggers selective neighbourhood mobility. Not only do job losers move, they are more likely to be selected into moves that bring about entry into a materially deprived area provided they began in a lower deprivation area. However, job loss does not serve as a barrier to making moves into affluent areas and as a result does precipitate upward mobility for some workers, perhaps those who move to take employment in distant labour markets. A growing literature on the non-pecuniary impact of involuntary job loss points to several welfare changes individuals face after an employment separation. Residential mobility is often suggested as a particularly costly burden among them. This study is one of the first to explicitly examine the relationship between job loss and both residential mobility and migration, as well as to model selection into higher or lower deprivation areas. To a certain extent, moving is far less of a burden if it involves substantial improvements in living conditions; in other words, the stress of moving may be worthwhile. Long-distance migration is traditionally viewed as an investment in future labour market success, and job loss is associated with long-distance migration. However, the bulk of the observed moves were over shorter distances, which suggests that people are moving to reduce housing consumption or adjust commute times to new places of work in the same labour market. The finding that transitioning out of work through no fault or choice of one's own is associated with a greater likelihood of transitioning into a materially deprived neighbourhood indicates that mobility is likely costly for many job losers. Downward neighbourhood mobility may be a link between job loss and other previously documented welfare changes, such as health deterioration or family separation. Furthermore, the time it takes to find and change residence may detract from job search or interfere with productivity in new employment.
From a policy perspective, these findings touch on two broad debates about the Employment Insurance (EI) program, the principal program charged with ameliorating the negative consequences of job loss. The first centers on whether the regionalization of the system disincentivizes longer distance migration out of highunemployment areas, and the second focuses on whether current benefit levels are sufficient to shield displaced Canadians from drastic changes in consumption.
In regard to the first, my findings suggest that people do indeed move long distances directly after a job loss, supporting earlier work that focused on narrower groups of workers who received EI benefits. My findings, however, do not preclude the possibility that migration rates would be higher under a different policy regime. At the same time, residential mobility was just as common a response to losing work, a change that is not often associated with substantially improved earnings trajectories. That mobility was associated with downward transitions in neighbourhood attainment suggests that job loss may spur a cycle of cumulative disadvantage for some workers, who perhaps would benefit from more generous EI entitlements.
It is worth noting, however, that my findings do not directly address EI program design, instead adopting a life course perspective on job loss in an effort to broaden the discussion surrounding these narrower policy debates about a single program with finite eligibility rules (McDaniel and Bernard 2011) . After job loss, individuals face a wide range of potential strategies, choices, decisions, and life course changes. Successful policy requires adequate understanding of the character and depth of theses shocks. Crucially, my findings show that although some workers are able to make ameliorative moves, others are not. Future research must better account for how and why these different groups ultimately move to better guide both policy discussions. Ultimately, the success of any of these programs depends on what precisely the policy goal is. Debates over relocation often present long-distance migration as a panacea for both the personal trials of unemployment and regional labour market imbalances. Some evidence from abroad, however, shows that those who migrate long distance after losing a job or facing a spell of unemployment improve their labour market chances, but largely because they are positively selected into migration (Bill and Mitchell 2006; Pekkala and Tervo 2002) . For people who do not have jobs already lined up or contacts in far-away labour markets, moving may not prove fruitful. Better understanding how and why people move long distance is essential for informing this debate.
By focusing on displaced workers rather than EI recipients, per se, this work also highlights the potential role of other policies and programs in shaping migration and residential mobility processes. The income tax system, for instance, already subsidizes long-distance migration by allowing individuals to deduct expenses associated with moving more than 40 kilometres to take a new job. The Government of Alberta offers relocation assistance for low-income residents through the Alberta Works program. Provincial and local governments may offer housing subsidies to help people maintain adequate housing or remain in suitable neighbourhoods should their incomes be insufficient.
Beyond shifting these broader policy debates, this research offers telling insights for the study of residential mobility. International research on internal migration is increasingly concerned with the specific life course events that trigger moves and may ultimately explain different patterns of age-graded mobility across societies.
Thus far, this effort has largely excluded job loss as a routine life course event. For many Canadians, involuntary job loss is part of the Canadian life course and has a clear impact on mobility and the outcomes of moves. This trigger event is one of several processes that contribute to neighbourhood sorting observed at the population level (Chen et al. 2012) .
Furthermore, this study exploits the rich data offered by employment and residential event history calendars, which facilitated establishing a clear temporal ordering between job loss and migration. In Canada, to date, the majority of research on migration and residential mobility draws on data from the Census or administrative records and as a result does not provide evidence on life course triggers of mobility or their timing. King and Newbold (2011) demonstrate using SLID that individuals' characteristics pre-and post-migration are significantly different. Retrospective accounts of mobility are then likely to present distorted explanations of internal migration, and future research would benefit from documenting how these methods differ. The loss of longitudinal surveys with detailed event history calendars is a major setback to understanding the interlinkage between key life course events and internal migration. Administrative data, for instance, will only capture changes in address when taxes are filed at different residences and does not offer information on moving intentions or reasons. The decisionmaking processes that guide migration deserve attention in addition to aggregate mobility rates or the characteristics of movers.
My study has a few limitations. First, the observational data yield a relatively small sample of individuals who experience a job loss and move over a six-year period. This limits my ability to explore variation in the experience of mobility and job loss between workers, especially to tease out which workers move long versus short distances and why. It also precludes me from using longitudinal modelling strategies, which require multiple changes in the dependent variable to yield robust estimates. Second, I focus on the decision of individual migrants to move, but these processes often take place within the context of households. Future research should consider the role of second earners in shaping the postlayoff experience. Similarly, I analyze only one household member, and I chose the major income earner. This leaves me with a disproportionately male sample consisting of workers who likely have greater attachment to the labour force. Insofar as money is a bargaining chip in household decision-making processes, the major income earner and his or her earnings potential may give him or her greater sway in deciding whether to move. A layoff for the lower earner in the household may not inspire a similar response. Third, SLID did not have a consistent measure of wealth over the study period; this measure may help explain when and where people move.
Finally, although this analysis considered a broader range of moves than previous work, it excluded another possible response to displacement-long-distance commuting. Data on long-distance commuting are scarce, but evidence suggests the phenomenon is rare: Using the 2006 Census, Haan, Walsh, and Neis (2014) find that only 1 percent of workers commute distances of more than 200 kilometers. Although this type of migration clearly relates to the pursuit of better economic opportunities, it is not evident how it connects to individual worker displacements, in particular. Commuters may have left jobs to take a more lucrative one in a distant area; they may have been young workers entering the labour market; they may have been underemployed workers; or they may have been workers who recently lost their job. If the latter constitutes a large share of those commuters, my estimates understate the mobility response to job loss, at least in the short run.
Notwithstanding these constraints, the evidence suggests that being laid off precipitates a wide range of geographic mobility in Canada, which may ultimately prove crucial to the future well-being of those workers. 1 Browning and Crossley (2008) find that individuals who experience a permanent layoff reduce consumption between 4 and 10 percent; notably, their measure of consumption includes housing. 2 This is important if the aim of life course research is to identify how cross-national differences in institutional arrangements influence the timing of mobility by accurately specifying the institutional arrangement conditioning the event.
Labour force transitions may be associated with a wide range of motivations, including becoming unemployed to move with a spouse or to care for older parents. 3 I also conduct a sensitivity analysis by randomly selecting an adult household member in the first panel, which provides a more gender-balanced sample. The results show similar patterns, but in some cases significant relationships attenuate to non-significance. This may be a result of including individuals who do not report work as their primary activity and as a result have less sway in household decision making over migration choices. 4 This includes people who entered employment from another labour force status and remained stably employed thereafter (P95 percent were employed the entire year). This specification excludes from analysis individuals who were out of the labour force or unemployed for the entire year leading up to the survey. I further conducted sensitivity analysis with a more conservative control group consisting of all those who had not experienced a job loss; the results were qualitatively similar and are available on request.
